proacs. iney may oe cnargeu WILII geiiera.oi.ug Perhaps, desire for the right image for their port is the motivator-comparable to the lengths some cities go to attract (or retain) a major sports franchise. These are among the circumstances that may have led to overbuilding and, consequently, underuse.
Korea, on the other hand, has a single port authority for all ports, the Korea Maritime and Port Administration (KMPA). The KMPA's centralized planning division has done a good job of matching container terminal construction with container volume passing through the Port of Pusan. The Pusan container terminal is a common-use facility, and most container ships calling there are routed through that terminal. The result has been excellent use of their container terminal and high throughput.
No doubt, like comparisons can be made of European and other major overseas ports, but that information will be presented by other participants of this symposium.
It is fair to point out that for the first 20 years of the con-tainerization revolution, the rapid growth of container volume exceeded forecasts year after year, and container port facilities were strained to cope with those volumes. Although some of the rosier growth forecast scenarios have not been realized in recent years, and the momentum of building container terminals may have gone beyond today's demand, there is a definite bright side to our current situation. American ports now have the reserve capability of absorbing a substantial increase of container volume without a large amount of additional building. When growth catches up with capacity, as it inevitably will, the improvement in per-crane (or per-berth) throughput should be considerable.
CONTAINER TERMINAL COST BREAKDOWN
The variety of systems used, the degree of use, local labor practices, and the like, all tend to produce cost differences among the various terminals. Nevertheless, there is a general cost trend, as is apparent from the tabulation in Table 1. This tabulation  equipment and facilities;
